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CAPA Newsletter (CAPA), Apr. 1996, at Regs & Leg. 5-6 (Attachment 22) (describing
Pennsylvania measure to implement quick solution to suspected drug trafficking problems
associated with payphones); Ryan Koning, Pay-phone Changes Fight Crime, Phoenix
Gazette, Apr. 3, 1996 (Attachment 23) (reporting success of Phoenix program); Payphones

Agams_tﬁnmLN_cthrk On the Line (CPA, San Ramon, CA), Nov./Dec. 1995, at 31-32,
(Attachment 24) (dcscnbmg PA C. NET's ten point program); Douglas Martin, Rotary
, N.Y.T., Jan. 10, 1994, at Al

(Attachment 25) (reporting success of one measure to prcvcnt drug trafficking).

x * % %k &

In sum, payphone competition has filled important public needs that would have
been left unserved in the absence of competition. Competition has ensured that payphones
are installed to provide access to critical emergency and public safety services to people who
would otherwise have no access to these services. Competitively provided payphones are
also many individuals' only means to access of telecommunications service. Payphones are
even used to help prevent crime. But neither IPP providers nor the LECs will be able to
respond to these vital functions, unless the Commission acts to ensure that fair
compensation is available to payphone service providers.

Sincerely,

Wi

Albert H. Kramer
AHK/rw
Attachments

580440 - CFVCO1! SAM Dicxstras Snareo Mor:y O Ovdiveny 10






Peeksidll, NY

Star
Nsw Yark Clty

Mat Ares
Tuesday 04,183
JUL 2, 1996 :
N4@S8 }
1

I-J U Er:ess CLIPPINGS

" Legisiator criticizes

removal of pay phone
' Putnam County Legislator
Vincent Tamagna has criti-
cized NYNEX Corp. for remov-
ing'a pay phone from the Con-
tinental Village clubhouse.
he said, removed the |

phone last month because it

was not earning enough reve-
nué. .

[“This is a reprehensibie de-
velopment,” said Tamagna, R-
Philipstown. “Where is NY-
NEX's vaunted public service
comimitment?”

NYNEX officiais couldn’t be
reached yesterday, but the
telephone company recently
removed what it called an un-
derused pay phone at the Put-
nam Valley Police Department
dheadquarters and said it
planned to remove telephones
from Putnam Valley Town Hall
and Putnam Valley Library.

A NYNEX spokesman said |
then that underused pay tele- :
plhenes are expensive to main-
tain and are becoming increas- :
ingly obsolete in a world of :
cellular telephones and other
means of communications.

I — Peter West
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I. INTRODUCTION

The New Jersey Payphone Association ("NJPA") is an organization of non-local
exchange company ("non-LEC") payphone providers who provide pay telephone
service to New Jersey customers. NJPA members are small companies; indeed, many
are "Mom and Pop" firms. [The largest, interestingly, is but 1/500th the size of Bell
Atlantic-New Jersey, Inc. ("Bell") — the predominant local exchahge company ("LEC"),
and also the overwhelmingly most significant payphone provider in the State.]

NJPA wishes to comment upon the proposed rule-making proceedings
commenced by the Board of Public Utilities ("Board" or "BPU") with respect to
operator service providers ("OSPs") and public pay telephone service ("PPTS")
providers. NJPA supports many of the provisions suggested by the Board but has
strong concerns about a few, as set forth below. Before continuing, we wish to point
out that NJPA wholeheartedly agrees with the Board in its efforts to develop a
competitive marketplace in which New ]ers.ey consumers can experience the full
benefits of open and real competition. The proposals of the Board, however, v;rill not
achieve that result. Indeed, they will hurt consumers as well as non-LEC payphone
providers. |

We have attempted to be as complete as possible with respect to the matters
discussed herein. It is clear that this proceeding is of crucial importance to NJPA
members; it is equally important, however, to many residents in our towns and cities.

The proposed regulations will have drastic and adverse consequences upon the people



whom they are designed to help. It is crucial, therefore, that before the Board
implements same, it must explore, in depth, the full ramifications of its proposals.

Our comments will address NJPA’s specific areas of concern.
II. RATE PROVISIONS

N.J.A.C. 14:10-6.3(h) provides that the rate for local operator-assisted calls be
limited to the tariffed rate for a local operator-assisted call charged by the
incumbent LEC.

"N.L.A.C. 14:10-6.3(i) provides that an OSP may charge for intrastate operator-
assisted non-local calls a rate not greater than $1.00 above the highest applicable
operator-assisted rate for such calls of a tariffed facilities-based carrier on file with
the Board on January 1, 1996.

N.L.A.C. 14:10-9.3(g) specifies that the rate for direct-dialed, coin-generated
local calls on non-LEC payphones may not exceed the local coin rate charged by the
incumbent LEC.

A. IMPACT OF PROPOSED RULES

The Board has determined that some non-LEC payphone providers charge rates
which the Board deems excessive. The Board therefore proposes to cap non-LEC
payphone provider and OSP rates. Unfortunately, the BPU proposal will be
detrimental to the calling public: It will seriously and irreparably injure all non-LEC
payphone providers economically and will, in all likelihood, literally drive some of

them out of business.



There are those, of course, who will say "Who cares? So what if the non-LEC
payphone companies go out of business? Who do they help, anyway?" The answer is
that if such companies are driven out of business, many» people will be hurt in many
ways.

Most of the non-LEC payphone providers in New Jersey, especially the very
small operators, are New Jersey residents who live and work in our communities.
They support their families and they support payrolls comprised of other employees
who also live and work in our municipalities. In fact, the non-LEC payphone
industry in New Jersey employs hundreds of people. They contribute to- New Jersey’s
economy and tax base. To impose the rate caps suggested by the BPU without
carefully and open-mindedly first examining their impact — without fully exploring
the true cause of the problem — will, as demonstrated below, force many out of
business. Not only will this be economically disastrous to those affected, it will also
negatively impact New Jersey’s economy.

Most importantly, however, the Board’s proposals will harm those who most
need payphones — the many New Jersey residents who rely upon payphone
telephone service for communication to the outside world. For many years, non-LEC
payphone providers have filled a need not met by the incumbent LECs. NJPA

estimates that more than 120 million calls were carried by Neéw Jersey non-LEC

payphones in 1995 — more than 340,000 per day! Moreover, while regrettable, it is
nevertheless true that many residents in our cities are simply too poor to afford

private residential telephone service. In Newark alone, it is estimated that more than

3



13,000 households, 15% of the population, lack residential telephone service. These
individuals depehd upon non-LEC pay telephones as their only means of
communication to others. Important and even vital calls, such as those to doctors,
hospitals or police and fire departments, are carried through NJPA members’ phones.
Were the Board’s proposed rules implemented, such individuals will, without any
question, be severely adversely affected, for many of the non-LEC payphone providers
who supply service to the poorer communities in our State will no longer be able to
do so.

Nor will the impact of such action be minimal. NJPA members have placed
more than 1,600 payphones in the Newark community alone. They have also placed
more than 500 payphones in Trenton and 600 in Camden, in addition to other cities
throughout the State. Statewide, NJPA estimates there to be over 7,000 payphones
placed by NJPA members in our major cities — and that does not include non-NJPA
member payphones. These payphones are absolutely necessary. | They are used, and
not just for ordinary telephone conversations — they are needed for emergencies as
well. NJPA estimates that more than 400,000 "911" calls are made annually on non-
LEC payphones.! Those calls have been routed to all manner of emergency services,
including not only police and fire departments but ambulance and rescue squads,
poison control centers and other crucial services. And of all the non-LEC payphones
in our cities, approximately 60% are located in lower income areas. Were the

proposed rate caps to be implemented without rectifying the problems non-LEC

'NJPA will make available to the Board all of the information collected for this proceeding.

4



payphones experience (discussed below), such action will force many non-LEC
payphone companies out of business and, again, quite literally, may well put New
Jersey residents in danger. Simply stated, non-LEC payphone companies provide a
service to our citizens that the LECs do not.

This is not to say that NJPA members do not recognize the concern of the
Board with regard to end user rates. They do. But they also believe that other
measures (which we will detail) can be implemented by the Board which will not only
avoid the serious economic consequences to be caused by the proposed rules but
would actually aid consumers.

- B. CAUSE OF HIGHER RATES

The difficulty is that the BPU proposals do not address the real problem. They -
ignore the causes of higher non-LEC payphone provider and OSP rates. By focusing
on the real cause of the problem, discussed below, the BPU can reduce rates to the
public even without the need for the proposed rate caps. Examining the real problem
is vital,-however, if the Board is to truly aid New Jersey residents.

1. Lack of Dial Around Compensation

Recently the Board determined that what is commonly known as "dial around”
compensation should be denied to non-LEC payphone providers. The Board’s
reasoning was premised upon two supposed factors: 1) non-LEC payphone providers
do not need dial around compensation because their rates for other calls were already
too high, and 2) in any case, dial around compensation would provide little economic

benefit to non-LEC payphone providers since the majority of their calls (estimated by
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South Carolina Public Commanications Associdtion

1132 South Canter Road

South Caroline 29532
(803)393-184)
(803) 393-5588 Fax

Mr. John Muletta

Chief of Enforcsment Divisico
Federal Cornmunications Commission
Common Casrier Bureau

1919 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20554
September 3, 1996

Dear Mr. Muletta,

lmmmmuhhﬁmdhmmmmmnmmmm as well as the
Presidemt of my company, Carolins Psyphooe Systems.

lmwmmmmmmmmﬁmdmm
documentation as 10 the valwe that pay telephanss coutribute to the public. South Carclina is not & densely
populsted state, a3 you can well imegine. Many-of our Independent operstors provide pay telephone services to
mmmwmmmmmhmm—,mmw@hhmm
placed by Independent Pay Telephons Operstors, mey in & small community provide the only source of
connection to the telecommunications nstwork. Thess services are essential to the various groups of people who
do not have phones in their homes. Thess include, the finencially disadvastaged, the homeless, the indigent, and
of course, the person who is traveling awsy froms their home and may not have any type of cellular
telephone. Many of the rural telephone compenies (LEC's) in South Carolina simply do not focus on the

MdmmmWPquwwpmﬁnduMbnm
Public Psy Telepbones in Jocations where thess LEC's do not.

|
I am sending along with this letter two items. E
1) A copy of this week's agenda from the South Carolina Public Service ission. Please take note of item
# 4, whereby BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc. is sesking a tariff revision to di inue Semi-Public pay
telephooes, in South Carolins. Who will £ill this void, and how many locations are ws talking about?
2) A copy of my testimony which 1 presented to the South Carolina Public Service Commission last November in
Docket # 95-720-C. |

I
|
|
i
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mmm«mmn*ﬁuwmeMuw-
Tgmcmmm)mmym BeliSouth if it's tariff is approved wildlmlhnnmu‘n
customers who are being served by Semi-Publis Pay Telsphone Service. 'l‘hl.vutth-Mmm
TdMOpcﬂm&o.d‘ywwﬂ.ﬂuththdlﬂMmMm Telephone Services, at
these locations. Our Association, as well as the A.P.C.C. feel & sensé of 10 our neighborhoods and
communities to try to provide Public Pay Telephone services where there is is truly & geed, not necessarily with
regard to income potential. We shall strive to coatimse this in our operations. f

that wmmmmmwmymmwammmulmmmw
mmy:mpmmofthMmem ltleln,:qSombCarohl

I thank you for your time and considerstion.
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UTILITIZS DEPARTMENT AGENDA
WEEX OF SEPTEMBER 2, 1936
COMMISSION ADVISED ITEMS
PAGE ONE

CONMISSION ADVISED OF THEE FOLLOWING ITHMS:

1. TARIFF NO. 96-280 - DIAL & SAVE OF SOUTR CAROLINA,
INC. D/B/A DIAL & SAVE, in its 8.C. PJS C. Tariff
No. !, is introducing Small Business 800 and
Enhanced Services and a promotional offering, LDMTS
Promotion, through December 31, 1996. In sccordance
with Commission Order No. 84-622 in Dockst No.
$4-10-C, rate revisions are beiny impgnm-ntnd for

Residential Calling and USA Savings InterLATA
rates. Additionally, clarifying language on billing
of calls {s inecluded for various services. RETURN
DATE: September 9, 1996. |

2. TARIFF NO. 96-282 - BELLSOUTH TILBCDIHU!ICATIONSe
INC., in its Genersl Subscriber Service Tariff, is
iatroducing text to autcwmatically zenew its
WatsSaver Service Term Disgount PFleng elong with e
olarifying the cenditiens for terminatign of such. RSO

1

3. TARIFF NO. 96283 ~ UNITED TELEFPRONE C ANY OF THE

CAROLINAS, in 1its General Subscriber Services

Tuziff, ls adding "698" language where appropriats.
RETURN DATE: SEPTEMBER 9, 1996.

4. TARIFY NO. 96-286 - BELLSOUTH TBLECO NICATIONS,

,7*1 INC., in its Genexsl Subscriber Service Teriff, is
proposing to obsolets Semi-Publie Telephone Service

ngGSOuth Carolin®, RETURM DATBS S$SPTEMBER 17,

S. DOCKET NQO. 95-1245~C -« TLX COMMUNICATIONS, INC,
(TELAMBRICA) - Application for a Certificate of
Public Cenvenience and Necessity to provide
intrastate <Tesold telecomununication services
within the State of SC. AMvise C ission of

rveceipt of a tariff filed in camplilnc with thelr
Certification Order No. 96-519. !

6. DOCXET NO. 96-137-W/8 - TBGA CAY WA n SERVICE,
INC, < Application for approval of n:%:ucrcns- in

3
]

- ..
L8
8. EI AT N
fe AL, AN,
B "&-‘j' (R T~y -,
e ok L
sy -0
AR PR HAS
ot I

its rates and charges for watsr and sewer service.

Advise Commission of receipt of a Petition to
Intezrvene filed by Jean C. varner oa bshalf of the
City of Tega Cay.

SEP 03 " 96 18:47 PAGE. 004
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ATTORNEY AT LAW
TRE MLMETTO SUILDING

_ 1408 MAIN STREST. SUITE 1297
POST OFFICE S0X 444

JOBN F. BEACH, P.A.

COLUMBIA, SOUTE CAROLINA 39302-0444

: ARZA CODE 893
r TRLEPHONE  779-0066

August 21, 1995 ; FACSIMILE 799-8479

The Honorable Charles W. Ballentine

Executive Director

South Carolina

Public Service Commission

Post Office Drawer 11649 ;
Coilumbia, South Carolina 29211

|
RE: BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc. d/b/a Southern Bell Telepbone and
Telegraph Company Request for Approval of the Consimer Price Protection
Plan in South Carolina | .
Docket No. 95-720-C |

Dear Mr. Ballentine:

Enclosed is the original and five (25) copies of the 'ruum&y of Clifton Craig
for filing on behalf of the South Carolins Public Communicstions Assotiation in the above-

~ referenced docket. By copy of this letter, ] am serving all parties of m&ord and enclose my

certificate of service to that effect.

Please acknowled;e your recsipt of this document by ﬂle-smjnpmg the copy of this
letter enclosed, and returning it in the envelope provided. /

Ifyouhawanyq\mm«mdaddmmmfomnon.pl’audonothesime to
comact me. i

With kind regards, | am i

%L 1
cc:  Mr. Clifion Craig ‘

\
A All parties of record |
Enclosure {
CAwpSISCPCA\BALLEN ALT |

SEP 03 " 96 18:47
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BEFORE THE

- PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF
SOUTH CAROLINA
DOCKET NO. 95-720-C
In RE:
)
BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc. ) i
d/b/a Southern Bell Telephons and )  TESTIMONY OF
Telegraph Company Request for Approval ) CLIFTON CR%.IG
of the Consumer Price Protection Plan ) i
in South Carolins ) j
. _) !
1 Q.  Please tell the Commission your name and business address. f
2 A. My name is Clifton Craig and my business address is 1132 S. Cenger Road, Darlington,
e SC 29832. ;
4 i
!
5 . By whom are you employed and in what capacity? E
6 A. ] am an owner omehWSym,uSMCmﬁt:bcommypmviding
7 independent payphone services throughout the state. lmﬂwthebresidcntoftthouth
8 Carolina Public Communicatioss Associstion (“SCPCA”) and uil bere today testifying
3 in that capacity. |
o |
11 Q. Would you please describe tie South Carolina Public Cmu*cadw Association?
12 A. Yes [ will. The SCPCA is an association, whose members in#lude operator service
13 providers, independent public payphone service providers (“IPPs™), and other
| - 1
SEP 03

‘96 18:47 ‘ PAGE. 006
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11

13

14 Q.

15

16 A

17

18

19 Q.

20

21

22

SEP 03

"96 18:48

|

telecommunications-related providers in South Carolins. Our orngintion‘s primary
purpos is to assist its members in the responsible provision of payphdne services in South
Carolina. The SCPCA serves as an advocate for the payphone indvilstry and engages in
self-regulatory activities to heip insure the responsible provision of éayphone services to
South Carolina citizens. 5
What is the purpose of your testimeny in this proceeding?
Thepumxotmymdmouthmwhymmwsipmpondplm(the
“CCCP") is not in the public inserest, and should be rejected by tbegc:ommnsion. I will
explain the dangers that Southern Bell's plan poses to gmenli telecommunications
consumers, and IPPs. mm.lmmmthplyphtémmiminSoum
Carolina are not currently subject 10 effective competition.

|
lstkSCPCA:phtﬂ.MndWyc;fmdminme
telecommunications market?

No, not at all. [n fact, weu;c!ybokbzwmlmduﬁmwbenaﬂ telecommunications
|
providers can compete in the marketpiace on a leval and tmzly competitive playing field.

{

Why then is the SCPCA owumw'smd¢cn
SufTicient competition has not yet developed in South Carolina for Bell's plan to
be in the public interest. Frankly, the only services offered by Southern Betl that are

subject (0 any reslistic competition today are thosa that Southern Bell has introduced to

2 |
|

|
|

PAGE. 007
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11

13 Q.

14
15 A.
16
17
18
19 Q.
20
21 A.

22

SEP 03

96 18:48

|
compete against existing products. For example, it 1s probably true hut Southern Beil's

memory call service effectively competes against sxisting service*l such as telephone

answering machines, The same can probably be said of compeLition between Call
|
|

Forwarding and similar functions provided on customer equipment. However, these

isolated examples of competition represent such a microscopic pe\{:emage of Southern
Bell's entire revenues that they are truly meaningless in the connlaxt}S of this proceeding.

Some of Bell’s major services, such as intral ATA toll and q*ecial access, appear
to be heading toward a more competitive cavironment. However, {;the time when these
markets are subject to effective competition is still a long way off. ;bor services such as
local dial tone and public telephons sccess, the current sbeence of competition is really

not cven subject to debate. j

|
|

Bmemkafwmmhmhﬂ’owc%mnmmvicearu |
curreatly subject to effective competition? ’

While it may seem 20 at first glance, tbmlrketprlypbwservitliesinSouthCarolim

is definitely not subject to effective competition. Any competiti%n that exists is only

between IPPs for the limited market share that Bell has allowed them to acquire.

Would you please explain why the market for payphone mﬁ:es is not subject to

effective competition? }

First, I think that clarifying the markets that I will be discussing is i | rtant. Independent

public payphone providers must connect to the telecommunications network via public

3
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11
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14

15
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i

i
J

telephone access service (“PTAS"). Southern Bell has ph:lced PTAS in the
“Interconnection Service” category of its proposed plan. Southern jbell possesses a total
monopoly in the market for PTAS. Commission COCOT Guidelflnes require IPPs to
purchase a public telephone access line from Southemn Bell for each {Payphonc placed imo
service. Without question, this service is not subject to any compctil;ion in South Carolina -

|
at this time.

Public telephone servics, on the other hand, is payphone sa'vxcc provided to the
end user. Southern Bell is the docinant provides of this secvice n its South Carolina
service areas. The Commission has sllowed IPP3 to provide thq service since 1985.
However, during that 10-year period, IPPs have only captured 2#:% of this market in
Southern Bell’s territories. This fact alone is strong evidence that i,competiuon does not
exist in the market for payphone services. >
How did youdehmhcthumwmmualn% sl*reofthis market?
Independent payphone providers vie for business against Southern B#!l's public and semi-
public telephones. At the end of 1994, Southern Bell had 13,192 p‘:lbhc and semi-public
payphones in service, and provided 3,647 public telephone acees+ lines to IPPs. Bell
Response to AT&T 1st Interrogatory, No.6, attached as Exhibit 1| Of the rotal 16,839
payphones in service, IPPs provided 22'%. Southern Bell commands the remaining 78%

of the market.

Why are these market share parcentages an important factor in {Meﬂmmng whether

4

g
|
!
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i

I
eﬂeﬁvempﬁﬂwub&hﬁem&k«fwmmt’é
These figures illustrate that Southern Bell dominates this market so c;ompletely that in 10
years, 1PPs have only captured 22% of the market. As Sandy San:flers points out in his
testimony, the IPP's 22% of the market is split among 1,070 mdmd*ul providers. Even
if a single provider serviced this entire 22%, Bell's 78% market share would show
dominance. However, these 1070 IPPs WMofMWth with each
other for that 22%. As a result, dominating this mariet with 1,d:70 unrelated service
p:ovidenmmmmmsﬂm&umnmuu;smpmm:heu

}
the entire the 22%. j

|
| |
Have IPPs wou in a competitien with Southern Bell to serve thesk 3,647 independent
payphone locations?
No, they have nox. Pwmmm.maenmmlyma‘{naMmcompeze'

among themselves for low profit locations that Southern Bell did ndt care to serve in the
t

first place. Imwmmwmmumewhm
provider. As it turns out, Southern Beil’s own data stroagly mpp?‘m my conclusion.

it is not unusual for IPPs to receive calls from location prﬁf)viden. or the Public
Service Commission staff, requesting installation of a payphone wli,ere Southern Bell has
cither refused to initiate service, or removed an existing payphone. leﬂen, these locations
are in remote, low traffic areas where traffic volume has not justiﬁcLl instaliation of a Bell
payphone. Many of the 3,647 locations served by [PPs fall into this category. We fill
needs for payphone service that the LECs pass up as not being woﬂlth their time or effort.

S

PAGE. 010



10

i1

13

14

15

16

SEP 03

|
|

Mr. Sanders is correct in asserting that IPPs prefer to serve iﬂgh—tnfﬁc locations
such as truck stops, and in some instances we do. However, my cx*crience is that when
Bell really wants to serve a particular Jocation, Llnycmatﬂwm&\ihnitmkestoobmin
the contract.
Weﬂmmwwwhﬂpmdhgsupﬁiorumemdnﬁon
that Bell is not losing significant high-traffic locations to IPPs? l
Discovery produced by Southern Bell in this proceeding shows thniime vast majority of
puyphomloadombdlmwmhﬂllmsevcrnyunfhvebeenlow or no
profit locations. Exhibit 2 shows the sumber of Southern Bell public ii:lcpbona in service
for the years 1989 through 1994. Bell Rq)ome 10 AT&T Int moltnoguory No. 22.
Exhibit 3 shows revermaes carned by Southern Bell from those public itelephones for those
same years. Bell Response to AT&T 1st Interrogatory, No. 36. {These numbers are
incorporated into the following cbart, which also calculstes Bcll'sj; annual revenue per
payphone: %

|
j
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Comparison of Bell Public Telephone Reveaues: 1989 - 1994

|
!L
|
Year # Public Phones $ Revenues f Revenues/Phone
|
\

1989 15,227 $ 19,447,202 $1,277
1990 15,961 19,622,830 1,229
1991 15,574 20,739,191 1,332
1992 14,034 20,856,331 1486
1993 12,177 21,270.073 177
1994 1,714 21,185,367 | 1,809

mmmbetof&upayphominmicehnswdnywcl_uedfmm 15,227 in
1989 to 11,714 in 1994. During that same period, the anoual 4m per phone has
steadily increased from $ 1,277 in 1989 to $1,808 in 1994. PerhlpJ: even more telling is
ﬂ:efactthatSouﬂxemBellhumgadtoMWMthéniumnmmsfmm
$ 19.5 million to $ 21.2 million while decreasing its totat pny;:»lﬂmledl in service by 3,500.

i
This graphicaily proves that Southern Bell has used meexirtenceofIPPsinthc
marketplace to increase its market power by passing its uq:mﬁuﬁle locations to IPPs,

while retaining the cream for itself. Besides achieving a substantial lmcreasc in payphvoe

i
revenues, Bell has also substantially reduced its cost of earning these reveaues by reducing

|
the number of pay stations it onist service. :
|
|
What factors have allowed Bell to g0 thoroughly dominate the |+nrket for payphone

services in South Carolina?
!
The most important factor is that [PPs depend exclusively upon Southern Bell's public
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telephone access scrvice in order to survive. Southern Bell provides this service to [PPs

in exchange for a flar monthly charge and a usage-semsitive per-minute charge.
f

Significantly, Southern Bell does not charge itself for these access services, nor does it

impure the cost of these services to its own payphone operations. |

|
Q. uowmmwmmu’-mm*nn for payphone
services? ' |
A. Southern Bell totally controls the IPP's cost of providing pnyphone} service by charging
a flat monthly rate ranging from $30.24 to $38.40 (depending up;on geographic area;
includes operator screening). In addition, Souﬂmn&uchrpsap:}-mimte rate of § .04
for the initial mimte and $ .Ozbtwngmm:iﬂocduulkonpuk)rj Southern
f (natudes OP. Seeam
Bell's cost for providing the flat rated portion of this service is Sla.OFlmomh. Exhibit 4.
Bell’s per-minute cost is around 14 ¢ for the initial minute and ll:lo ¢ per minute for'
succeeding minutes of local use (on peak). Exhibit § (ptopl:ietlry). attached to

Commisgion’s copy of this testimony under seal, by agreement withfSouthem Bell. This
|

means that Southern Bell is eaming & profit of up to 112% on the flat-rated portion of this

service, and well over S00% on the usage-sensitive portion, based ullyon the average local

}

call length of 2.6 minutes. |
|
[

|

Q.  Why is Southern Bell’s profit on public telephone access serviLe significant to the
i
Commission’s decision in this proceeding? ‘

A The extreme level of profit earned by Southern Bell on this servictL is important for two
\

|
|
|
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